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FINAL REJECTION 
Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments and amendments filed 9/24/2004 have been fully considered. 

In view of the amendments, the 1 12 rejection has been withdrawn from claims 2 and 4, 
and the objection to claim 1 1 has also been withdrawn. 

The terminal disclaimer filed on 9/24/2004 disclaiming the terminal portion of any patent 
granted on this application which would extend beyond the expiration date of copending U.S. 
application no. 09/963,890 has been reviewed and is accepted. The terminal disclaimer has been 
recorded and the double patenting rejection of claims 1-6, 8, 10, 12-16, and 23 has been 
withdrawn. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to 102 and 103 rejections involving Suzuki et al, 
United States Patent Application Publication 2001/0056553 have been considered, however the 
examiner respectfully disagrees. 

Applicant's arguments fail to address the prior art rejections applied to claims 15 and 16, 
the lack of response is taken as an indication of agreement on the previously presented rejection. 

With respect to applicant's arguments relating to independent claim 1, provided on pages 
9 and 10 of the response, the examiner respectfully disagrees. Applicant argues that Suzuki 
teaches modifying each incoming card routing table, resulting in changes to all incoming cards, 
and all domains, this does not leave unaffected domains alone. The examiner agrees that Suzuki 
does teach of modifying each incoming card routing table, however only the entries, and their 
related paths and domains, that include the faulty destination are altered. All other entries of the 
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routing table are unchanged, thus allowing all other domains to remain in the first mode as 
claimed in claim 1. The rejection of claim 1 and its dependents is provided below. 

With respect to applicant's arguments pertaining to claim 3, provided on pages 9 and 10 
of the response, the examiner respectfully disagrees. Applicant argues that Suzuki detects faults 
with a monitor in the outgoing card and the processor then responds to this fault indication, the 
processor does not act as a system control board to detect the failure. The examiner agrees with 
the operation of the fault monitor and the processor. As stated in the original rejection the 
examiner feels the processor acts as a system control board. Further, the response to the fault 
indication is, in itself, a detection of the failure. Therefor, the detection of the failure indication 
by the processor shows that it acts as a system control board for detection of a faulty condition, 
as required by the limitations of claim 3. The rejection of claim 3 is provided below. 

With respect to applicants arguments pertaining to claims 17 and 23, provided on page 1 1 
of the response, the examiner respectfully disagrees. In reference to both these independent 
claims the applicant argues that Suzuki does not teach the processor detecting faults, instead the 
faults are only detected by the fault monitor. Similar to the rejection of claim 3 described above 
the examiner interprets the notification of the detected fault from the monitor to the processor to 
be, in itself, a detection of the failure by the processor, which acts as a system controller. The 
rejection of claims 17, 23, and their dependents are provided below. 

With respect to applicant's arguments pertaining to claim 34, provided on page 12 of the 
response, the examiner respectfully disagrees. Applicant argues that each path includes a first 
domain, the crossbar and a second domain, while the invention of Suzuki, as interpreted, does 
not allow such a path or the switching between domains that is necessary. The examiner feels 
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that the path or domain is the path form the initiator to destination. The ability to change 
destination for identical packets through use of the routing table means that the first domain is 
the first domain section, or the first system card, that can then have multiple possible destination 
domain sections, which acts as a second domain for the purpose of switching the routing through 
use of the table. This interpretation of the path navigated in the system of Suzuki provides for a 
system compatible with that of claim 34, and a rejection to this effect is provided below. 

With respect to applicant's arguments pertaining to claim 34 and 35, set forth on page 12 
of the response, the examiner respectfully disagrees. Applicant argues that the reconfiguration of 
the domains and crossbar switch, that are necessary to change the mode of operation of the 
affected paths, are not supported by Suzuki due to a failure to reconfigure the crossbar. The 
examiner believes that the changing of the routing tables reconfigures the domains that are used 
by the transactions. This reconfiguration would also result in a change to which aspects of the 
crossbar switch are utilized. This change in the utilization is interpreted to be a reconfiguration 
of the crossbar switch. The use of Suzuki to reconfigure the crossbar and system domains 
satisfies the arguments pertaining to claims 34 and 35, and the rejection relating to these claims 
is provided blow. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 1 22(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 
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Claims 1-9, 12, 13, 15-18, 21, 23, 24, 27, 29, and 32-35 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
as being anticipated by Suzuki et al, United States Patent Application Publication 2001/0056553 
Al, filed June 21, 2001, hereinafter referenced as Suzuki. 

As per claim 1, Suzuki discloses a method for reconfiguring a signal path in a computing 
system including a plurality of system domains (a domain is interpreted as being functionally 
equivalent to the path, from initiating node to the outgoing line, through the system of Suzuki). 
Suzuki further discloses detecting a predetermined condition triggering a reconfiguration of the 
computing system (see paragraph 15, where the predetermined condition is a failure). Suzuki 
discloses reconfiguring a signal path affected by the condition from a first mode to a second 
mode responsive to detecting the condition (see paragraph 16, where the routing table 
reconfigures a signal path). Suzuki discloses leaving the unaffected system domains configured 
in the first mode (see paragraph 16, where only faulty paths are altered) and operating the 
affected system domains in the second mode and the unaffected system domains in the first 
mode (see paragraph 15, where failed paths are changed to a second mode and unaffected paths 
remain unaltered, or in a first mode) 

As per claim 2, Suzuki discloses detecting the predetermined condition includes detecting 
an interconnect failure (see paragraph 15, which describes detecting a failure in the 
interconnected path). 

As per claim 3, Suzuki discloses the computing system includes at least one system 
control board and wherein detecting the predetermined condition includes detecting the failure 
from the system control board (see paragraph 16, where processor acts as system control board to 
receive notification from fault monitor). 
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As per claim 4, Suzuki discloses detecting the predetermined condition includes detecting 
the failure from the affected system domain (see paragraph 15, where the fault monitor will 
notify of failures in an affected system domain). 

As per claim 5, Suzuki discloses the computing system includes at least one system 
control board and the method further comprises notifying the system control board of the failure 
from the affected system domain (see paragraph 16, where the processor acts as system control 
board to receive notification from monitor of an affected system). 

As per claim 6, Suzuki discloses detecting the failure includes detecting the 
predetermined condition during first operations (see paragraph 17, where the constant monitoring 
would include detecting failure during first operation). 

As per claim 7, Suzuki discloses detecting the failure includes detecting the 
predetermined condition upon reset (see paragraph 17, where the constant monitoring would 
include detecting failure upon reset). 

As per claim 8, Suzuki discloses configuring a first switch in a first affected domain 
defining a first end of the affected signal path from the first to the second mode and configuring 
a crossbar switch defining a second end for the affected signal path from the first mode to the 
second mode (see paragraph 17, where the corrected routing of the switch is functionally 
equivalent to configuring a first and second end. The first switch corresponding to the input of 
the self routing switch and the crossbar switch corresponding to the self routing switch, which is 
functionally equivalent to a crossbar switch of this claim). 

As per claim 9, Suzuki discloses the computing system includes a system control board 
and configuring the affected system domains includes configuring the system domains from the 
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system control board (see paragraph 16, where each processor acts as control board to configure 
the relevant affected system domain). 

As per claim 12, Suzuki discloses defining the system domains (see paragraph 13, where 
routing table defines composition of system domains). 

As per claim 13, Suzuki discloses dynamically reconfiguring a signal path affected by the 
condition from a first mode to a second mode includes dynamically reconfiguring the signal path 
affected condition from a normal mode to a degraded mode (see paragraph 16, where 
transferring on alternative path is degraded from transmitting on originally expected path, the 
path before failure). 

As per claim 15, Suzuki discloses a method for reconfiguring a signal path in a 
computing system including a plurality of system domains consisting essentially of the following 
elements. Suzuki discloses detecting a condition triggering a reconfiguration of the computing 
system (see paragraph 15). Suzuki also discloses reconfiguring a signal path affected by the 
condition from a first mode to a second mode responsive to detecting the condition (see 
paragraph 16). Suzuki further discloses operating the affected system domains in the second 
mode and the unaffected system domains in the first mode (see paragraph 15, where failed paths 
are changed to a second mode and unaffected paths remain unaltered, or in a first mode). 

As per claim 16, Suzuki discloses a method for reconfiguring a signal path in a 
computing system including a plurality of system domains comprising the following elements. 
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Suzuki discloses detecting a condition triggering a reconfiguration of the computing system (see 
paragraph 15). Suzuki also discloses reconfiguring a signal path affected by the condition from a 
first mode to a second mode responsive to detecting the condition (see paragraph 16). Suzuki 
further discloses operating the affected system domains in the second mode and the unaffected 
system domains in the first mode (see paragraph 15, where failed paths are changed to a second 
mode and unaffected paths remain unaltered, or in a first mode). 

As per claim 17, Suzuki discloses a computing system including a centerplane 
interconnecting the system domains (see paragraph 1 1, where the centerplane corresponds 
functionally to the self routing switch and interfaces). Suzuki further discloses a system 
controller capable of detecting a condition triggering a reconfiguration and reconfiguring a signal 
path affected by the condition from a first mode to a second mode (see paragraph 16, where the 
processors act as system controller to change mode of operation in event of triggering condition, 
in this case a fault). 

As per claim 18, Suzuki discloses the system domains are dynamically configured (see 
paragraph 16, where domains configured dynamically by changes to the routing table). 

As per claim 2 1 , Suzuki discloses the centerplane comprises a plurality of crossbar 
switches interconnecting the system domains (see paragraph 15, where interfaces are 
functionally equivalent to crossbar switches in their use in the distribution of cells). 
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As per claim 23, Suzuki discloses a computing system including a plurality of system 
domains (see paragraph 1 1, where a domain is interpreted as being functionally equivalent to the 
path through system, from initiating node to the outgoing line, the system described has several 
of these domains). Suzuki further discloses a plurality of signal paths among the system domains 
(see paragraph 1 1, where the switch and interfaces of figure 1 correspond to plurality of signal 
paths). Suzuki further discloses a system controller capable of detecting a condition triggering a 
reconfiguration and dynamically reconfiguring a signal path affected by the condition from a 
first mode to a second mode (see paragraph 16, where the processor is the system controller that 
dynamically reconfigures signal path). 

As per claim 24, Suzuki discloses the system domains are dynamically configured (see 
paragraph 16, where the domains are configured dynamically by changes to the routing table). 

As per claim 27, Suzuki discloses that the computing system further comprises a 
centerplane including a plurality of crossbar switches interconnecting the system domains (see 
paragraph 15, where the interfaces are functionally equivalent to crossbar switches in their use in 
the distribution of cells). 

As per claim 29, Suzuki discloses the plurality of signal paths includes: a plurality of data 
signal paths; a plurality of address signal paths; and a plurality of response signal paths (see 
paragraphs 12 and 14, which disclose data and address information passed through the paths, and 
paragraph 16, which discloses paths for response signals, in the form of results from the fault 
monitor). 
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As per claim 32, Suzuki discloses each signal path terminates at a first end in a first one 
of the system domains, routes through a crossbar switch, and terminates at a second end in a 
second one of the system domains (see paragraph 16, where, in the event of failure, the 
destination changes so a path that began in one domain can be diverted by the routing table to 
terminate at a second system domain). 

As per claim 33, Suzuki discloses the system domains and the signal paths are 
configurable by configuring the first end, the second end, and the crossbar switch (see paragraph 
16, where the altering of the routing table configures the second end and the switch, and the 
initiation of the message configures the first end, all to define the system domain). 

As per claim 34, Suzuki discloses a computing system including a system controller (see 
paragraph 16, where the processor acts as system controller). Suzuki further discloses a plurality 
of system domains (see paragraph 11, where a domain is interpreted as being functionally 
equivalent to the path through system, from initiating node to the outgoing line, the system 
described has several potential of domains and sub-domains). Suzuki also discloses at least one 
crossbar switch interconnecting the system domains (see paragraph 15, where the interfaces are 
functionally equivalent to crossbar switches in their use in the distribution of cells). Suzuki 
further discloses a plurality of signal paths, each signal path terminating at a first end in a first 
one of the system domains, routing through the crossbar switch, and terminating at a second end 
in a second one of the system domains (see paragraph 16, where, in the event of failure, the 
destination changes so a path that began in one domain can be diverted by the routing table to 
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terminate at a second system domain part). Suzuki also discloses a console connection over 
which the system controller can, responsive to a condition triggering a reconfiguration, 
reconfigure a plurality of the system domains affected by the condition and the crossbar switch 
to operate the affected signal paths in a first mode while the signal paths domains unaffected by 
the failure operate in a second mode (see paragraph 16, where the routing table is the console 
connection used by processor in response to a trigger, or failure, to reconfigure the interaction of 
the system domains to change faulty paths to a first mode and leave all unaffected paths the 
same, operating in a second mode). 

As per claim 35, Suzuki discloses a computing system including a plurality of system 
boards from which a plurality of system domains can be defined (see paragraph 11, which shows 
the interface system boards that are used to define the many domains, paths through the system 
from an initiating node to the outgoing line, of the system). Suzuki further discloses a 
centerplane including at least one crossbar switch interconnecting the system domains to provide 
a plurality of signal paths among the system boards (see paragraphs 14 and 15, where the switch 
and the interfaces are functionally equivalent to the centerplane, the interface is functionally 
equivalent to a crossbar switch in its use in the distribution of cells among the system boards). 
Suzuki also discloses a system control board hosting a system controller capable of defining the 
system domains, configuring the system domains and the crossbar switch to operate the signal 
paths in a first mode, and, responsive to a condition triggering a reconfiguration, reconfiguring 
the affected system domains and the crossbar switch to operate the affected signal paths in a 
second mode while the unaffected signals paths operate in the first mode (see paragraph 16, 
where the processor is the system control board that defines the system domains through use of 
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the routing tables, these tables configure the switch and interfaces to operate in a second mode 
when a fault condition triggers a reconfiguration, the tables also maintain all unaffected signal 
paths operating in the first, non-faulty mode when no faults are detected). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 14, 19, 20, 25, and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Suzuki. 

As per claim 14, Suzuki discloses reconfiguring a signal path affected by a fault 
condition from a second mode to a first mode, where the second mode is a normal mode and the 
first mode is a degraded mode (see paragraph 15, where the degraded mode is the alternate path, 
which differs from the original intended destination). Suzuki fails to disclose transferring back 
from this degraded mode to a normal mode when a condition is detected. 

Official notice is taken that it is well known in the art to return operation from a degraded 
operating mode back into a normal operating when a condition of no fault is detected. A well- 
known, illustrative example of returning from a degraded operating mode back into a normal 
operating mode is the boot operation of a standard personal computer. This boot operation is in a 
degraded mode if it must bypass a faulty hard drive and boot from a disk, when a fault is no 
longer detected in the hard drive of the example system, the boot operation returns to the normal 
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mode of loading from a hard drive. This simplistic example illustrates that one of ordinary skill 
in the art relating to computer systems would have been motivated to return to a normal 
operating mode when a degraded operating mode is no longer necessary. The concept of 
returning to a normal operating mode from a degraded mode is well known in the art and applies 
to various aspects of computer systems, such as a network switching system, when there is an 
obvious benefit to be gained. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to return the invention of Suzuki to a 
normal operating mode in the event that a fault is no longer detected in the original path. 

This would have been obvious because it is well known in the computer arts that 
operation in normal mode is preferred to operation in degraded mode. Since the invention of 
Suzuki must change the destination address of incoming packets when operating in degraded 
mode as a result of a card fault (see paragraphs 13-16), it would be beneficial to return to a 
normal operating mode, in which the added step of changing the address is unnecessary. The 
invention of Suzuki would have obviously benefited by returning to normal operating mode from 
a degraded mode in the event of a fault no longer existing. 

As per claim 19, Suzuki discloses incoming transmission lines connected to system node, 
which are interpreted to be a part of the system domain (see paragraph 1 1). Suzuki fails to 
disclose these nodes including a system board, an expansion board, and an I/O board. 

Official notice is taken that a system node could be a standard personal computer 
connected to a network. Standard personal computers are well known in the art to include a 
system board, or processor, an expansion board, such as that commonly used for memory 
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modules, and an I/O board, or motherboard with peripheral slots. It is also well known in the art 
to have a standard personal computers connected to switching networks, such as that described 
by Suzuki in paragraph 1 1, to provide the benefit of user access to the network. 

It would have been obvious to have a system board, an expansion board, and an I/O board 
in the system node of Suzuki. 

This would have been obvious because these aspects would be included in a standard 
personal computer system that would provide the added value of a node that allows user access 
to the network. 

As per claim 20, Suzuki obviously discloses the system board, expansion board, and I/O 
board comprise a system board set, where the node represents the system board set. 

As per claim 25, Suzuki discloses incoming transmission lines connected to system node, 
which are interpreted to be a part of the system domain (see paragraph 1 1), Suzuki fails to 
disclose these nodes including a system board, an expansion board, and an I/O board. 

Official notice is taken that a system node could be a standard personal computer 
connected to a network. Standard personal computers are well known in the art to include a 
system board, or processor, an expansion board, such as that commonly used for memory 
modules, and an I/O board, or motherboard with peripheral slots. It is also well known in the art 
to have a standard personal computers connected to switching networks, such as that described 
by Suzuki in paragraph 1 1, to provide the benefit of user access to the network. 

It would have been obvious to have a system board, an expansion board, and an I/O board 
in the system node of Suzuki. 
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This would have been obvious because these aspects would be included in a standard 
personal computer system that would provide the added value of a node that allows user access 
to the network. 

As per claim 26, Suzuki obviously discloses the system board, expansion board, and I/O 
board comprise a system board set, where the node represents the system board set. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 10, 1 1, 22, 28, 30, and 31 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joshua A Lohn whose telephone number is (571) 272-3661. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-4. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert Beausoliel can be reached on (571) 272-3645. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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